
LAW#1445153 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Implement the 

Commission’s Procurement Incentive Framework 

and to Examine the Integration of Greenhouse 

Gas Emission Standards into Procurement 

Policies.

)

)

)

)

)

R.06-04-009

BEFORE THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

In The Matter Of, 

AB 32 Implementation – Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions. 

)

)

)

)

)

Docket 07-OIIP-01 

REPLY BRIEF OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) ON 

POINT OF REGULATION ISSUES

MICHAEL D. MONTOYA 

LAURA I. GENAO 

CATHY KARLSTAD 

Attorneys for 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 

Post Office Box 800 

Rosemead, California  91770 

Telephone: (626) 302-6842 

Facsimile: (626) 302-1935 

E-mail: laura.genao@sce.com 

Dated:  December 17, 2007 

F I L E D 
12-17-07
04:59 PM



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 Section      Title      Page

i

I. THE CPUC SHOULD REJECT CONTINUED INACCURATE 

CHARACTERIZATIONS OF THE FIRST SELLER PROPOSAL...............................................2 

A. The Resero Report Incorrectly Assesses the First Seller Proposal ......................................2 

1. The Economic Burden of an Emissions Cap is Not Solely Born by 

Regulated Entities ....................................................................................................2 

2. The Point of Regulation is Independent of the Allowance 

Allocation Mechanism.............................................................................................3 

B. LADWP and SCPPA Incorrectly Interpret the Resero Report ............................................4 

C. Energy Efficiency, RPS, and other California Programs Need Not Be 

Discarded If the First Seller Approach is Adopted..............................................................7 

D. Power Exchanges and Swaps Can Be Addressed Under A First Seller 

Mechanism...........................................................................................................................8

E. The Federal Power Act Is Not A “Significant Flaw” In The First Seller 

Proposal................................................................................................................................9

II. A LOAD-BASED APPROACH IS NOT COMPATIBLE WITH NATIONAL 

AND INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS ......................................................................................13 

A. A Load-Based Program Requires Significantly More Complicated 

Emissions Tracking Systems .............................................................................................13 

B. The British Experience Under the EU-ETS Demonstrates the Challenge of 

Integrating a Load-Based Program with a Larger Source Based System..........................14 

III. LADWP’S SUGGESTION THAT EARLY ACTIONS SHOULD NOT BE 

RECOGNIZED IS CONTRARY TO AB 32.................................................................................14 

IV. CONSTELLATION’S ALLOWANCE ALLOCATION PROPOSAL SHOULD 

BE REJECTED..............................................................................................................................15

V. THE CPUC SHOULD REJECT THE CO2RC PROPOSAL ........................................................16 

A. WRA’s CO2RC Proposal is Not Simple to Administer as the DRA Claims .....................16 

1. The CO2RC Proposal Is A Regional Program That Does Not Work 

As A California-Only System................................................................................16 

2. Regulators Will Have To Adjust CO2RC Procurement 

Requirements For Load Growth Every Year .........................................................17 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 Section      Title      Page

ii

B. WRA’s CO2RC Proposal Creates the Potential for Economic Harm for 

LSEs with Low Carbon Portofolios...................................................................................17 

C. The CO2RC Proposal Creates Issues Regarding Procurement 

Requirements For LSEs .....................................................................................................17 

D. The CO2RC Proposal Does Not Satisfy The In-State GHG Emissions 

Reductions Objective of AB 32 .........................................................................................18 

E. The CO2RC Proposal Will Not Integrate With A Source-Based 

Regional/Federal Program .................................................................................................19 

F. The CO2RC Proposal Will Provide An Incentive for LSEs to Build 

Generation Instead of Contracting For It ...........................................................................19 

VI. THE CPUC SHOULD REJECT THE TEAC PROPOSAL ..........................................................20 

VII. CONCLUSION..............................................................................................................................20



- 1 - 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Implement the 

Commission’s Procurement Incentive Framework 

and to Examine the Integration of Greenhouse 

Gas Emission Standards into Procurement 

Policies.

)

)

)

)

)

R.06-04-009

BEFORE THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

In The Matter Of, 

AB 32 Implementation – Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions. 

)

)

)

)

)

Docket 07-OIIP-01 

REPLY BRIEF OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) ON 

POINT OF REGULATION ISSUES

Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) submits these comments in response to 

issues raised by parties responding to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Requesting 

Comments on Type and Point of Regulation Issues, issued November 9, 2007.  SCE’s comments 

herein incorporate by reference its previous comments on point of regulation issues submitted to 

the California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) in this docket on August 6, 2007,

August 15, 2007, and December 3, 2007.   
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I.

THE CPUC SHOULD REJECT CONTINUED INACCURATE CHARACTERIZATIONS 

OF THE FIRST SELLER PROPOSAL 

A. The Resero Report Incorrectly Assesses the First Seller Proposal

The First Seller Design Description by Resero Consulting (the “Resero Report”)1 makes 

two important errors when characterizing the deliverer/first seller (“First Seller”) proposal.  Each 

of these errors is addressed below. 

1. The Economic Burden of an Emissions Cap is Not Solely Born by Regulated 

Entities

The Resero Report incorrectly assumes that a load-based proposal more easily supports 

allocating allowances to load serving entities (“LSEs”).  This assumption is correct only if one 

erroneously presumes that only entities regulated under the GHG regulations suffer economic 

harm under an emissions reduction regulation.  This presumption was precisely the flaw in the 

allocation scheme designed under the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme (“EU-ETS”).  

These regulators determined that only regulated entities (in the EU-ETS, this meant generators) 

should receive allocations.  However, experience demonstrated that while retail providers were 

not regulated in the EU-ETS, ratepayers bore a significant economic burden, along with 

generation.

Allocating allowances solely to LSEs under a load-based approach results from the same 

erroreous thinking.  Under a load-based cap, LSEs would be the regulated entities.  However, 

under such an approach, LSEs will not be the only harmed entities.  While some parties may feel 

that allocating allowances solely to LSEs under a load-based approach is appropriate, such an 

allocation scheme suffers from flaws similar to those contained by the EU-ETS approach.

1  The Resero Report is attached as Attachment A to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Requesting 

Comments on Type and Point of Regulation Issues, issued November 9, 2007. 
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SCE has offered an allowance allocation mechanism that will more fairly mitigate the 

economic burden of Assembly Bill 32 (“AB 32”).  SCE’s proposal would allocate allowances 

according to economic harm.2  Such a principled approach acknowledges that allowances cannot 

only be allocated to LSEs.

While the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (“LADWP”) and Southern 

California Public Power Authority (“SCPPA”) may prefer that the entire value of allowances be 

allocated to LSEs, regardless of the point of regulation, such a suggestion ignores previous 

experience and the reality that the economic burden of emissions reductions is not solely born by 

regulated entities.

2. The Point of Regulation is Independent of the Allowance Allocation 

Mechanism

The SCE allocation proposal does not depend on any specific point of regulation under a 

cap-and-trade system.  The LADWP and SCPPA each support a load-based cap-and-trade policy 

as a means to ensure that allowances are freely allocated solely to retail providers.  Further, 

LADWP and SCPPA have suggested that a First Seller approach should not be adopted because 

allowance value cannot be transferred to ratepayers under such a proposal.  However, under 

SCE’s allocation proposal, allowance value is delivered to entities according to the economic 

harm suffered.  SCE’s allocation proposal does not depend on the point of regulation.  Indeed, 

under SCE’s allocation proposal, a significant share of allowance value would be returned to 

ratepayers.  Because the economic burden of emissions regulation spans both regulated3 and 

unregulated entities, the allocation scheme is independent of the point of regulation.  SCE further 

suggests that the determination of regulatory structure (load-based vs. source-based) is a 

critically important challenge that warrants specific attention and must not be confused by 

stakeholders’ self-interests in achieving a specific allocation outcome.  An optimal allowance 

2  SCE Opening Comments at 12. 
3  In this case, “regulated” entities means entities that are subject to GHG regulations, and not entities that are 

regulated by the CPUC. 
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allocation plan will minimize the cost of emission reductions, demonstrate California’s 

commitment to innovation and infrastructure investment, and will maintain the incentive to 

reduce emissions through the price of emissions.     

B. LADWP and SCPPA Incorrectly Interpret the Resero Report

A First Seller approach holds significant advantages over a load-based approach for in-

state resources while not placing at a disadvantage a load-based approach for imported energy.  

Although SCE finds two errors in the reasoning in the Resero Report, LADWP and SCPPA 

misinterpret many results with respect to the report. 

SCPPA offered numerous references to the Resero Report which attempt to confuse the 

comparison by indicating that there is no advantage to a First Seller approach over a load-based 

approach.4  However, as originally cited in the California Market Advisory Report, 

Recommendations for Designing a Greenhouse Gas Cap and Trade System for California,

(“MAC Report”), one of the primary advantages of a First Seller approach is that it offers 

significant improvements over a load-based model for in-state resources.  Insofar as imported 

energy is concerned, the MAC Report finds no significant differences between the two 

approaches.  The MAC Report states: 

The (Market Advisory) Committee encourages the three California 

agencies that are partners in the regulation of the electricity 

industry to develop a extensive plan for how to account for 

emissions associated with imported power.  This accounting would 
be necessary under either a load-based or first-seller approach.5

The MAC Report also concludes that: 

Neither approach seems clearly superior to the other in terms of its 

ability to control leakage. Both would have to rely on information 

provided under contracting mechanisms that bring power into 

California to account for out-of-state emissions and both rely on 

some degree of approximation to establish the emissions intensity 

of power received at the border.6

4  SCPPA Opening Comments at 22-25. 
5  MAC Report at 44 (emphasis added). 
6 Id.
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Both the MAC Report and the Resero Report identify challenges involved in measuring, 

reporting and tracking emissions from imported energy regardless of the point of regulation.  

Although the First Seller approach and load-based approach both face this challenge for imported 

energy, the First Seller approach offers significant and substantial improvements over a load-based 

cap for in-state generation.  This is one of the reasons why the First Seller approach is preferable to a 

load-based cap. 

SCPPA also cited comments in the Resero Report that under a First Seller approach, “the 

points of regulation for imports constitute a much larger set of entities with more diverse business 

interests.”7  SCE fails to see the direct relevance of this comparison.  Consider, for example, the 

comparison between the First Seller approach and the load-based approach as it applies to in-state 

generation.  A First Seller model creates a much larger set of regulated entities (as in-state sources) 

than would a load-based approach.  However, while some may choose to ignore the significant 

benefits of a First Seller approach over a load based approach for in-state resources, the advantage of 

a First Seller approach for in-state resources is widely understood.  These benefits include more 

transparent reporting and tracking of in-state emissions, the ability to include emissions value in 

energy bids to the California Independent System Operator (“ISO”), and a far more straightforward 

linking and coordination with a regional or national program.  The First Seller approach is easier to 

administer in-state, does not require the use of any emissions factors for in-state resources, and as a 

result has greater environmental integrity than a load-based approach.  Referencing the number of 

points of regulation as an indictment of a First Seller approach relative to a load based approach is at 

best simplistic and at worst misleading. 

The Resero Report referred to a process of using a contract-path method of attributing carbon 

from imports, stating that because the number of regulated entities is smaller under a load-based 

model, there would be less effort required to do so under a load-based program.  In other words, the 

same contract path method would be required under a load-based program, but because there would 

be fewer points of regulation, there would be less effort in the accounting.  However, the Resero 

7  Resero Report at 2, as cited by SCPPA Opening Comments at 23. 
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Report did not justify or quantify the added challenge created by the greater number of regulated 

entities.  Additionally, in its presumption that the regulated entities would be less stable under a First 

Seller approach, the Resero Report did not offer any quantification or magnitude on which to 

reasonably base an assessment.  SCE is not convinced that such a simplistic metric is anything more 

than a red herring.  The important metric for tracking imported carbon is the carbon source.   

AB 32 challenges California to develop real emission reductions when, as it stands, there is 

no regional or federal emissions cap.  While the load-based cap may have been a reasonable first 

attempt to reduce emissions from energy imports into California, such a program comes with 

significant handicaps, particularly insofar as in-state resources are concerned.  The First Seller 

approach addresses the obstacles created by a load-based approach insofar as the in-state resources 

are concerned, while allowing California to include emissions from imported energy under the cap 

similarly to a load-based approach.  SCPPA recognizes this in a comment from the Resero Report 

cited in its Opening Brief:

There are first sellers for whom no E-Tag is available.  For these 

first sellers, there will need to be some method to determine 

“Carbon Impacts,” and the first seller approach will most likely 

“resemble a load-based approach,” in which case the first-seller 

approach will offer no advantage over the load-based approach.8

As stated in the MAC Report, the First Seller approach is an improvement over the load-based 

approach in its treatment of in-state resources, and produces similar results to a load-based cap 

insofar as imports are concerned.  While SCE commented on the Resero Report’s characterization of 

allowance allocation, it finds the Resero Report’s reference to a larger set of regulated entities 

irrelevant.  However, the Resero Report describes a key advantage of the First Seller approach--that 

in-state generator bids will reflect carbon costs.9  It appears that it is SCPPA’s intent to criticize the 

First Seller approach by indicating that a First Seller approach provides no clear advantage over a 

load-based approach for imported energy.  However, in doing so, SCPPA has completely ignored the 

significant and important benefits that a First Seller approach holds for in-state resources.

8 Id.
9  Resero Report at 12. 



- 7 - 

In addition to the Resero Report and the MAC Report, the California Independent System 

Operator’s Market Surveillance Committee (“ISO-MSC”) has commented on the value of a First 

Seller approach insofar as market coordination is concerned.  In its “Final MSC Opinion on 

Load-Based and Source-Based Trading of Carbon Dioxide in California” (“MSC Opinion”), the 

ISO-MSC very clearly described the overwhelming challenge that a load-based cap would create 

under market dispatch rules.  While a large share of SCPPA members may operate outside of the 

ISO, SCE urges the CPUC to recognize that ignoring the implications that regulatory schemes 

have on the broad electricity market in California is not particularly helpful. 

C. Energy Efficiency, RPS, and other California Programs Need Not Be Discarded If 

the First Seller Approach is Adopted

LADWP and Sacramento Municipal Utility District (“SMUD”) suggest that a load-based 

approach is more consistent with other California measures, such as energy efficiency and 

renewable measures.  However, the impact on such programs should not be any different under 

the First Seller approach than under a load-based approach. 

The California renewable portfolio standard (“RPS”) requires that select retail providers 

procure 20% of their retail energy load from certified renewable resources by 2010.  SCE 

supports this statute and is diligently working toward achieving full compliance.  SCE further 

suggests that a broad implementation of the RPS, including municipal utilities, is an important 

element in reducing greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions.  SCE sees no conflict between the 

California RPS and a First Seller cap-and-trade program under AB 32.  The MAC Report noted 

that, for currently regulated facilities, imposing a cap-and-trade program will not cause an 

increase in emissions.  The interaction of programmatic regulations with a First Seller cap-and-

trade does not imply that the programmatic solutions can, or should, be abandoned.  A First 

Seller cap-and-trade program will not, for example, preclude compliance with the California 

RPS.

In addition, some stakeholders imply that a First Seller or source-based cap will reduce 

the incentive for energy efficiency.  However, there is no link between incentives for continued 
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and additional energy efficiency and the point of regulation under AB 32.  Because the cost of 

providing energy to retail customers will increase by the same amount under either the load-

based or First Seller model, the incentive value of additional energy efficiency will be the same.  

Specifically, as the market price of energy increases under a First Seller approach, more energy 

efficiency projects will become cost effective.  SCE encourages the CPUC to dismiss any 

concerns regarding coordination of a First Seller cap-and-trade program with existing 

programmatic regulations.   

D. Power Exchanges and Swaps Can Be Addressed Under A First Seller Mechanism

SMUD has accurately noted that energy swaps offer an “efficient use of resources in 

California and other states.”10 SMUD implies that the lack of an appropriate accounting method 

for such energy swaps under a First Seller approach indicates that a First Seller model may cause 

an inefficient build out of generating resources.  SMUD has further commented that generation 

should only be counted once, and that a First Seller program must identify a means to ensure that 

generation is not double counted.  SCE suggests that SMUD is unnecessarily confusing the issue.  

Energy swaps will require an accounting treatment under either a First Seller or a load based cap.  

Under a First Seller approach, SCE considers the most appropriate treatment of emissions 

resulting from an energy swap to be a distinct split of the transaction.   Under either a First Seller 

or a load based cap, a means of accounting for imports must be developed.  Such a process, 

under either point of regulation, would need to identify whether the energy was produced by a 

generator operating under a cap.   This accounting burden does not significantly change whether 

the point of regulation is load-based or First Seller.  The energy exported under the swap should 

be treated identically to any energy exports under a First Seller approach.  By separating the 

transaction into two components, consistency can be maintained under a First Seller approach 

and California would minimize the risk of double counting emissions. 

10 SMUD Opening Comments at 9. 
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E. The Federal Power Act Is Not A “Significant Flaw” In The First Seller Proposal

LADWP asserts that the likelihood of the First Seller proposal being challenged as an 

improper violation of the Federal Power Act (“FPA”) creates a “significant flaw” in the First 

Seller proposal.  As SCE has previously noted, LADWP’s assessment of the First Seller proposal 

as it relates to the FPA is too simplistic and does not take into consideration the subject matter 

scope of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC” or “Commission”) regulation of 

wholesale sales under the FPA.  SCE briefly reiterates why LADWP and others who assert that 

the FPA is a significant flaw are wrong. 

Quite simply, environmental regulation of first sellers would not intrude on FERC’s 

jurisdiction.  SCE agrees that in those subject areas in which FERC has been granted jurisdiction 

to regulate wholesale sales, that jurisdiction is exclusive and preempts state regulation of the 

same subject area.  The key point here is that California is proposing to regulate the 

environmental effects of energy sales, and the FERC’s jurisdiction does not extend to regulation 

of the environmental effects of wholesale sales.  The fact that the State’s regulation is imposed 

on electricity sellers, and therefore may impose requirements on some wholesale transactions 

that FERC regulates for other purposes, does not establish preemption because the State is 

regulating in a field that Congress did not occupy in the FPA.  In addition, the California 

environmental regulatory program would not interfere with FERC’s regulation of wholesale 

sales under the FPA, so there is no conflict between State and federal regulatory regimes. 

Preemption can occur in two circumstances.  First, it can be shown that Congress 

intended to fully “occupy” a field of regulation, such that there is no room for State regulation of 

the same field.  E.g., Nw. Cent. Pipeline Corp. v. State Corp. Comm’n of Kan., 489 U.S. 493 

(1989).  Second, “conflict” preemption may exist where the state regulatory regime stands as an 

obstacle to accomplishment of Congress’ statutory objective or when simultaneous compliance 

with the federal and state regulatory regimes is not possible.  E.g., Fla. Lime & Avocado 

Growers v. Paul, 373 U.S. 132 (1963).
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As noted above, the courts have held that states may not regulate the rates and service 

terms of wholesale electric power sales because the FPA fully occupies this field and preempts 

state action.  The cases holding that the FPA preempts state regulation, however, are uniformly 

in the context of state actions that amounted to the regulation of the economic terms of the 

wholesale transaction.  No case holds, and nothing in Part II of the FPA or its legislative history 

suggests, that Congress intended to occupy the field of environmental regulation, which is the 

sole purpose of the California law at issue here.   

To the contrary, in Grand Council of the Crees v. FERC, 198 F.3d 950 (D.C. Cir. 2000), 

the court upheld the FERC’s decision not to consider environmental claims related to a 

wholesale power sale.  The court noted that FERC’s purpose in regulating wholesale sales under 

the FPA was to balance the economic interests of investors and consumers, and that 

environmental regulation was “orthogonal” to these statutorily protected interests. Id. at 958.11

Consistent with this decision, the Commission has affirmatively foresworn consideration of 

environmental matters as beyond the Commission’s authority to consider under Sections 205 and 

206 of the FPA. PSI Energy, Inc., 55 FERC ¶ 61,254 at 61,811 (1991). 

In Edison Electric Institute, 69 FERC ¶ 61,344 (1994), the Commission declined to assert 

Section 203 or Section 205 jurisdiction over emissions allowances, holding that such allowances 

are equivalent to interests in fuel supplies used in the generation of electricity over which the 

Commission does not have jurisdiction. The Commission rejected the argument that the 

Commission should assert jurisdiction because the cost of the allowances might affect wholesale 

rates, holding that this was true with respect to the cost of fuel as well.  FERC’s jurisdiction was 

protected by the fact that it retained the ability to review the reasonableness of the compliance 

costs included in wholesale rates, just as it reviews the reasonableness of fuel costs.     

The Commission has also disclaimed jurisdiction over state environmental regulations 

that limit the ability of generators to supply power to the wholesale market.  California has, for 

11  The principle that FERC regulation under Part II of the FPA does not extend beyond the economic terms of 

transactions was first established by the Supreme Court in NAACP v. FPC, 425 U.S. 662 (1976), in which the 

Court held that, except for considering whether costs could be included in rates, discrimination issues were 

beyond FERC’s purview under the FPA.   
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years, regulated the emissions of wholesale generators.  California imposes NOx caps on 

generators and operates a cap-and-trade program.  FERC has held that the setting of these 

emissions caps is outside its FPA jurisdiction.  In its orders concerning the “must-offer” 

requirement during the California power crisis, FERC said:  “The question of whether such units 

can run outside of their prescribed [emissions] limits . . . [is] within the control of the state.” 12

Virtually all of the states also grant permits and certificates that generators must obtain in 

order to site their facilities and operate consistent with state environmental and land use policies.  

Those certificates can contain construction conditions and operating limits, including emissions 

limits, that directly affect the price and availability of wholesale power.  These certificates are 

required even where the plant is certified as an exempt wholesale generator, and therefore sell 

exclusively at wholesale.  It has never been suggested that such state siting laws that may affect 

the price and availability of wholesale power are or could be preempted.   

Emissions allowances can also be analogized to a state tax on the sale of electricity.

Several states impose gross receipts or excise taxes on the revenues utilities earn on their FERC-

jurisdictional wholesale sales.  FERC permits those state-imposed costs to be passed through, 

dollar-for-dollar, in wholesale rates and has never suggested that such state taxes are preempted 

even though they affect the level of wholesale rates. E.g., City of Cleveland v. Cleveland Elec. 

Illuminating Co.,  12 FERC ¶ 61,163 (1980); Philadelphia Elec. Co., 10 FERC ¶ 63,034, 

affirmed, 13 FERC ¶ 61,057 (1980). 

The Supreme Court, in the context of reviewing a preemption challenge under the Natural 

Gas Act (“NGA”), stated that “every state statute that has some indirect effect on rates and 

facilities [subject to FERC’s jurisdiction] is not preempted.” Schneidewind v. ANR Pipeline Co.,

12 San Diego Gas & Elec. Co. v. Sellers, 99 FERC ¶ 61,205 at 61,843 (2002).  FERC was quoting from an earlier 

decision in the case (96 FERC ¶ 61,117 at 61,448) where it said:   

The [FERC] has addressed everything within its jurisdiction to maximize the 

output of much needed generation in California, including the must offer 

requirement.  Issues related to compliance with the Clean Air Act certificate are 

subject to either local, state or other federal agency jurisdiction.  We urge the 

EPA and the state to work out administrative provisions that would enable these 

units to run. 
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485 U.S. 293, 308 (1988).  The issue for preemption purposes is whether the state is attempting 

to regulate within the “exclusively federal domain.” Id. at 305.  Although the Court found 

preemption in Schneidewind, it did so only after carefully comparing the challenged state statute 

to specific regulatory authorities granted to FERC in the NGA and finding that the state statute 

regulated the very same subject matter, with the same intended purpose.  Id. at 307-09.  In 

contrast, California’s GHG regulation is unrelated to any subject area that FERC regulates and is 

not designed to accomplish any regulatory purposes covered by Part II of the FPA. 

The Supreme Court’s decision in Pac. Gas & Elec. Co. v. State Energy Res. 

Conservation & Dev. Comm’n, 461 U.S. 190 (1983) is also instructive.  In that case, the Supreme 

Court held that California’s law prohibiting the construction of new nuclear plants in the State 

was not preempted by the Atomic Energy Act because the California law was premised on 

economic concerns associated with nuclear power rather than radiation hazards.  Thus, while the 

Atomic Energy Act gave the Nuclear Regulatory Commission exclusive jurisdiction to consider 

the health and safety effects of nuclear power, it did not occupy the field of economic regulation 

of nuclear power, and the State retained the right to regulate in this arena.  The converse is true 

in this case. Although the FPA gives FERC exclusive jurisdiction over the economics of 

wholesale transactions, it does not cover environmental effects of such transactions and therefore 

State laws regulating such environmental effects are for a different purpose and do not intrude on 

the field occupied by the federal government. 

Finally, there is no basis for finding conflict preemption here.  California’s regulation of 

GHG emissions will not interfere in any way with FERC’s exercise of its economic jurisdiction 

over wholesale sales and will not conflict with any of FERC’s regulatory objectives. California 

does not propose to interfere with FERC’s jurisdiction to review the reasonableness of rates, 

including the costs of GHG emission allowances that may be part of the cost of service.  

Moreover, to the extent that any such conflict could be identified, it would be the same whether 

California chooses to regulate LSEs or “first sellers.”  Accordingly, concerns about conflict 

preemption are not a logical basis for choosing one form of GHG regulation over the other.
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II.

A LOAD-BASED APPROACH IS NOT COMPATIBLE WITH NATIONAL AND 

INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS

The question of a national emissions cap is increasingly becoming one of “when” such a 

regulation will be implemented and less a question of “if” such a regulation will be implemented.  

As such, California must pay careful attention to the coordination of statewide programs with an 

expected national program.  The current discussion of national programs is focused only on 

source-based cap-and-trade programs.  Such a source-based national program would create 

significant integration challenges for California if California chooses to implement a load-based 

cap-and-trade program.  Under a source-based program, emission sources are required to provide 

an emissions allowance for each ton of emissions.  However, under a load-based cap, retail 

electricity providers must provide the emissions allowances.  Although the allowances under 

each program reference a ton of GHG emissions, the two programs would not integrate well 

together.

A. A Load-Based Program Requires Significantly More Complicated Emissions 

Tracking Systems

While a source-based program measures emissions at the source, and while this is 

currently done under the Continuous Emissions Monitoring Standard, a load-based program 

requires tracking these emissions to retail providers through a complicated web of transactions 

and relationships.  The principle concern in a load-based only environment is that accurate 

tracking is impossible and, in many cases, arbitrary emissions factors must be used.  While this 

concern should be sufficient to bring serious questions to a load-based system, overlaying a load-

based system into a larger source-based system significantly increases the potential for double 

counting emissions.  In other words, retail providers will likely be burdened with a requirement 

to provide allowances for energy that was capped at the source under the larger source-based 

program.  Efforts to identify energy that was capped at the source and track this energy to the 

retail provider essentially double the effort required to track the energy from source to sink.   
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B. The British Experience Under the EU-ETS Demonstrates the Challenge of 

Integrating a Load-Based Program with a Larger Source Based System

Great Britain had a load-based cap prior to the development of the EU-ETS.  As part of 

its agreement to participate in the EU-ETS, Britain successfully obtained a delay to afford time 

to dismantle its then existing load-based program and facilitate participation with the EU-ETS.  

Because the EU-ETS was not statutory, Britain was able to negotiate such a delay.  It is not 

likely that California would be able to negotiate a delay or exception (nor would it reasonably 

want such an action) in the event that a national source-based cap is implemented.  Additionally, 

the process of dismantling the British load-based program was politically and economically 

difficult as claims of ownership over existing allowances, as well as long term contracts had to 

be adjudicated.  While there are a number of significant reasons to reject a load-based cap, the 

inability to interact with a national source based program is sufficient on its own merit to reject a 

load-based cap. 

III.

LADWP’S SUGGESTION THAT EARLY ACTIONS SHOULD NOT BE RECOGNIZED 

IS CONTRARY TO AB 32

LADWP implies that an acceptable position is to take no action with regard to entities 

that took early actions in anticipation of a market-based cap-and-trade mechanism.13  Such 

comments should be rejected as directly contrary to the explicit language of AB 32 which directs 

CARB “to the extent feasible . . . [e]nsure that entities that have voluntarily reduced their 

greenhouse gas emissions prior to the implementation of this section receive appropriate credit 

for such voluntary early actions.”14  Suggesting that there should be no recognition of parties’ 

efforts to reduce their GHG prior to the implementation of AB 32 would have CARB 

deliberately ignore the Legislature’s mandate. 

13  LADWP Opening Comments at 25. 
14  Cal. Health and Safety Code §38562(b)(3). 
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IV.

CONSTELLATION’S ALLOWANCE ALLOCATION PROPOSAL SHOULD BE 

REJECTED

Constellation Energy (“Constellation”) argues that under a cap-and-trade program, 50% 

of emission allowances should be allocated to emitting resources and the remaining 50% of 

allowances should be distributed via an auction.  Constellation does not justify this arbitrary split 

between allocation and auction.  Such an allowance allocation scheme will provide a large 

number of emitting resources with an unearned windfall at the expense of ratepayers.  In a well 

designed cap-and-trade system, the market price for energy will include the emissions cost of the 

marginal generator.  As a result, any allocation to a generator with emissions equal to, or less 

than the marginal unit would provide the generator with an unearned windfall.  Generators that 

can recover the additional emissions expense in the electricity market should not receive any 

allowance allocation.

Constellation further argues that 50% of allowances should be auctioned.  While 

Constellation’s position would likely create an unearned windfall for generators, it would also 

impose an undue burden on ratepayers.  Ratepayers will be burdened with an increase in 

electricity costs, and the Constellation proposal does not address this.

SCE has proposed an allowance allocation process that mitigates the economic harm to 

all regulated entities while avoiding an allowance windfall.  In the SCE proposal, allowances 

should be allocated in such a way as to mitigate the economic displacement resulting from the 

emissions cap imposed by AB 32.  As a result, those generators that cannot recover their 

emissions costs in the market would be allocated allowances to mitigate this added expense.  

Similarly, ratepayers should be allocated allowances to mitigate the additional burden of higher 

retail electricity prices.  While the entire economic burden of compliance cannot be avoided, the 

allowance allocation proposal from SCE will reduce the burden to the greatest degree possible 

while retaining the emissions cost in the price of electricity. 
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Because the Constellation proposal provides for a significant windfall opportunity for 

generators at the expense of ratepayers, the CPUC should reject the Constellation allocation 

proposal.

V.

THE CPUC SHOULD REJECT THE CO2RC PROPOSAL

While SCE appreciates the efforts put forth by Western Resource Advocates (“WRA”) 

with their innovative CO2RC proposal, SCE disagrees with the DRA assertion that the CO2RC

proposal should be considered further.  The CO2RC is extremely complex, does not work as a 

California-only system and will not integrate with any regional or federal GHG programs.  SCE 

believes that any further time and energy spent on the CO2RC proposal would be a distraction to 

the CPUC staff and would take away from more important tasks. 

A. WRA’s CO2RC Proposal is Not Simple to Administer as the DRA Claims

The CO2RC proposal is complicated, confusing and will be difficult to implement.  Even 

a cursory summary of the proposal makes clear that administration of such a program will be 

full of technical challenges that will greatly burden regulators and their staffs.  

1. The CO2RC Proposal Is A Regional Program That Does Not Work As A 

California-Only System

As designed, the CO2RC proposal is a regional program.  Attempting to modify the 

proposal to work as a California-only program will be challenging and will negate many of the 

proposals purported benefits.  For example, adjusting the proposal to a California-only program 

will force regulators “to escalate the CO2RC requirements of their LSE’s....”15 These 

adjustments are needed to ensure real emission reductions.  When adjusting the requirements, 

however, regulators will be caught between competing interests in a zero-sum negotiation 

between generators and LSEs.

15  WRA’s CO2RC Proposal at 9. 
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2. Regulators Will Have To Adjust CO2RC Procurement Requirements For 

Load Growth Every Year

Another contentious issue that regulators will be forced to address is adjusting the 

procurement requirements for load growth.  Again, this is a zero-sum game that will place 

regulators in the middle of a heated debate.  

B. WRA’s CO2RC Proposal Creates the Potential for Economic Harm for LSEs with 

Low Carbon Portofolios.

LSEs that have already made substantial efforts to retire and replace high emitting 

generation with low emitting generation may find themselves being punished for their efforts 

under the CO2RC proposal.  Because the proposal requires all LSEs to procure CO2RCs based 

solely on energy served (measured in MWh), entities that have undertaken significant efforts to 

reduce emissions would not reap any benefit from their early actions.  This does not meet AB 

32’s requirement to recognize early actions.16

C. The CO2RC Proposal Creates Issues Regarding Procurement Requirements For 

LSEs

The WRA proposal requires LSEs to purchase and retire CO2RCs relative to a State’s 

CO2RC procurement requirement.  Similar to the allowance allocation debates that center around 

who will receive the most allowances or value, the CO2RC procurement requirement for LSEs 

will become a heavily contested issue because the potential positive or negative expected value 

for an entity will depend on how much the State escalates its requirements.  Lower carbon 

emitting generators will seek higher CO2RC procurement requirements, as those will increase 

demand and raise prices for CO2RCs.  On the other hand, LSEs will seek less stringent 

requirements, as such will reduce the amount of CO2RCs an LSE will have to purchase.  Further, 

higher carbon emitting generators will lobby for a less stringent requirement in order to minimize 

16  Cal. Health and Safety Code §38562(b)(3). 
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the competitive advantage to be gained by clean generators.  Accordingly, WRA’s assertion that 

its proposal is somehow simpler or less contentious than others presented to date is misleading.  

D. The CO2RC Proposal Does Not Satisfy The In-State GHG Emissions Reductions 

Objective of AB 32

SCE has consistently supported the use of real, verifiable and additional emission offsets 

as a means to satisfy AB 32 emission reduction requirements.  SCE supports the findings of the 

MAC Report on offsets:

The sense of the Committee is that California should reject 

geographic or quantitative limitations on offset credits so as to 

maximize the opportunity to reduce GHG emissions at the lowest 

cost.17

The MAC Report further stated that the confidence that California has in such offset 

opportunities is important.  A verifiable offset project can provide such confidence that 

California is absolutely funding real emission reductions that would not have occurred otherwise.

However, the CO2RC offers no such confidence.  Because the CO2RC proposal unbundles 

emissions from power, LSEs can purchase CO2RCs from any generator that sells power in the 

Western Electricity Coordinating Council (“WECC”).18  Many of these generators are out-of-

state and do not supply power to California. While SCE agrees with the MAC Report that 

emission reduction projects should be eligible regardless of geography, the CO2RC proposal 

does not provide assurances out of state CO2RCs create any real, verifiable or additional 

emission reductions.  WRA suggests a solution to this problem is to only award CO2RCs to 

generators that serve Western Climate Initiative load.  However, this solution introduces the 

same issue faced by a load-based cap, namely the impossible task of linking loads to generation.  

Any regulatory scheme that requires tracking load to generation should be avoided at all costs.

17  MAC Report at 65. 
18  “Every generator, wherever located, receives credits based upon its CO2 emissions,” CO2RC Proposal at 8. 
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E. The CO2RC Proposal Will Not Integrate With A Source-Based Regional/Federal 

Program

Although CO2RCs use the same unit of measurement as allowances in other cap-and-

trade programs (tons of CO2e), the two allowance types are not interchangeable. CO2RC

allowances measure emissions reductions relative to a pulverized coal power plant.  Other cap-

and-trade allowances measure absolute emissions from any source.  These two allowances are 

not fungible.  Additionally, emission reductions relative to a coal plant have no relationship to 

other sectors such as manufacturing or transportation. 

F. The CO2RC Proposal Will Provide An Incentive for LSEs to Build Generation 

Instead of Contracting For It 

Consider the following example:  LSE A owns a portfolio of generating assets with some 

emissions profile, including many resources that are cleaner than coal.  This LSE produces many 

of its own CO2RCs from its portfolio, and depending on how clean that portfolio is, and what the 

CO2RC requirements are, may or may not need to acquire additional CO2RCs in the market.  

LSE B has a load identical to LSE A.  LSE B has procured all of its needs through contracts with 

independent generators, some of which may be cleaner than coal.  LSE B owns no generating 

assets, and thus produces none of its own CO2RCs.  LSE B incurs large costs to comply as it 

must purchase all of its CO2RCs from the market.  Furthermore, assume that the GHG emissions 

from LSE A's portfolio of owned resources are exactly the same as the portfolio from which LSE 

B purchases.   

Under a load-based cap or a source-based cap, LSE A and LSE B would incur the same 

costs of compliance with the generation rules.  They would each pay for their emissions as a 

buyer or as a generator, or through higher wholesale power prices, and in the end, since they 

have the same emissions and the same load, they would pay the same emissions cost.  However, 

under the CO2RC proposal, LSE A pays much less than LSE B because LSE A owned its 

generating resources while LSE B purchased its power from independent power producers.  

Going forward, such an outcome may not meet the CPUC’s policy goals. 
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VI.

THE CPUC SHOULD REJECT THE TEAC PROPOSAL

A load-based cap-and-trade approach is significantly inferior to a First Seller based 

approach and a TEAC based approach to implementing such a program does not adequately 

address the problems which a load-based program creates.  The TEAC proposal was an effort to 

address the significant challenge of integrating an emissions cost into the bid price of energy.

However, the best way to address this is to implement a First Seller program.  Under a First 

Seller approach, in-state generators, and first sellers of imported energy will incorporate their 

emissions cost into the bid directly.  Under a TEAC approach, generators will not include their 

emissions costs into their bids because they will have no emissions costs.  As a result, under 

Market Redesign and Technology Upgrade (“MRTU”), the ISO will dispatch according to 

lowest cost, with no economic consideration of emissions value.  Retail providers will then be 

required to buy TEACs from generators who have them.  In a TEAC based model, the market 

dispatch will not reflect any emissions prices in generator bids. 

Additionally, emission leakage under a TEAC model could be significantly greater than 

under a First Seller or source-based approach. Since there are sufficient low emission supplies 

within WECC to provide the needed TEACs to satisfy such an approach to a load-based cap, 

retail providers can simply purchase TEACs from existing low emission generators.  The overall 

mix of generation within WECC would not change; California would simply pay a premium to 

represent an artificial claim to supporting lower emitting resources.  However, no actual support 

would be recognized in the market dispatch of generating units.  For these reasons, the CPUC 

should reject the suggested method for implementation of a TEAC based cap-and-trade 

approach.

VII.

CONCLUSION

 For the reasons set forth above and in SCE’s opening comments, SCE continues to urge 

the CPUC to adopt a First Seller approach to a cap-and-trade system for California. 
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STATE WATER PROJECT OPERATIONS DIV 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER 
RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., LL-90 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
R.06-04-009 
 

SEBASTIEN CSAPO 
PROJECT MANAGER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RAYMOND J. CZAHAR, C.P.A. 
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 
WEST COAST GAS COMPANY 
9203 BEATTY DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95826 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KARLA DAILEY 
CITY OF PALO ALTO 
BOX 10250 
PALO ALTO, CA 94303 
 R.06-04-009 
 

THOMAS DARTON 
PILOT POWER GROUP, INC. 
8910 UNIVERSITY CENTER LANE 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92122 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KYLE L. DAVIS 
PACIFICORP 
825 NE MULTNOMAH ST., SUITE 2000 
PORTLAND, OR 97232 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Matthew Deal 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5215 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RONALD F. DEATON 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER & 
POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 1550 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
 R.06-04-009 
 

LISA DECARLO 
STAFF COUNSEL 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET MS-14 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

PAUL DELANEY 
AMERICAN UTILITY NETWORK (A.U.N.) 
10705 DEER CANYON DRIVE 
ALTA LOMA, CA 91737 
R.06-04-009 
 

RALPH E. DENNIS 
DIRECTOR, REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES 
9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE, STE 
2000 
LOUISVILLE, KY 40223 
 R.06-04-009 
 

LEONARD DEVANNA 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
CLEAN ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC. 
11330 SUNCO DRIVE, SUITE A 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95742 
R.06-04-009 
 

BALDASSARO DI CAPO 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.06-04-009 
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WILLIAM F. DIETRICH 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DIETRICH LAW 
2977 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, 613 
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94598-3535 
 R.06-04-009 
 

TREVOR DILLARD 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
6100 NEIL ROAD, MS S4A50 
RENO, NV 89520 
R.06-04-009 
 

THOMAS DILL 
PRESIDENT 
LODI GAS STORAGE, LLC 
1021 MAIN ST STE 1500 
HOUSTON, TX 77002-6509 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JEFFREY DOLL 
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
PO BOX 2815 1001 I STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95812 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030 
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JASON DUBCHAK 
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
WILD GOOSE STORAGE, LLC 
607 8TH AVENUE S.W. 
CALGARY, AB T2P OA7 
CANADA  
R.06-04-009 
 

KIRBY DUSEL 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670 
 R.06-04-009 
 

PIERRE H. DUVAIR 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-41 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

HARVEY EDER 
PUBLIC SOLAR POWER COALITION 
1218 12TH ST., 25 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KAREN EDSON 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DENNIS M.P. EHLING 
KIRKPATRICK & LOCKHART NICHOLSON 
GRAHAM 
10100 SANTA MONICA BLVD., 7TH FLOOR 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90067 
 R.06-04-009 
 

THOMAS ELGIE 
POWEREX CORPORATION 
1400, 666 BURRAND ST 
VANCOUVER, BC V6C 2X8 
CANADA  
R.06-04-009 
 

SHAUN ELLIS 
2183 UNION STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SANDRA ELY 
NEW MEXICO ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
1190 ST FRANCIS DRIVE 
SANTA FE, NM 87501 
 R.06-04-009 
 

NADAV ENBAR 
ENERGY INSIGHTS 
1750 14TH STREET, SUITE 200 
BOULDER, CO 80302 
 R.06-04-009 
 

STEVE ENDO 
PASADENA DEPARTMENT OF WATER & 
POWER 
45 EAST GLENARM STREET 
PASADENA, CA 91105 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SAEED FARROKHPAY 
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 
110 BLUE RAVINE RD., SUITE 107 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DIANE I. FELLMAN 
DIRECTOR, REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
FPL ENERGY PROJECT MANAGEMENT, INC. 
234 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 R.06-04-009 
 



R.06-04-009 
Monday, December 17, 2007 
 

Page 7 of 24 

Julie A. Fitch 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MICHEL FLORIO 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
711 VAN NESS AVE., STE. 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RYAN FLYNN 
PACIFICORP 
825 NE MULTNOMAH STREET, 18TH FLOOR 
PORTLAND, OR 97232 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Cathleen A. Fogel 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Jamie Fordyce 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 5-B 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CYNTHIA A. FONNER 
SENIOR COUNSEL 
CONSTELLATION ENERGY GROUP INC 
550 W. WASHINGTON ST, STE 300 
CHICAGO, IL 60661 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ORLANDO B. FOOTE, III 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
HORTON, KNOX, CARTER & FOOTE 
895 BROADWAY, SUITE 101 
EL CENTRO, CA 92243 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JONATHAN FORRESTER 
PG&E 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
R.06-04-009 
 

KEVIN FOX 
WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI 
ONE MARKET STREET, SPEAR TOWER, 
3300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 R.06-04-009 
 

NORMAN J. FURUTA 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 
1455 MARKET ST., SUITE 1744 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-1399 
R.06-04-009 
 

MICHELLE GARCIA 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
1001 10TH STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

LAURA I. GENAO 
ATTORNEY 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 R.06-04-009 
 

FIJI GEORGE 
EL PASO CORPORATION 
PO BOX 2511 
HOUSTON, TX 77252 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Anne Gillette 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MELANIE GILLETTE 
ENERNOC, INC. 
115 HAZELMERE DRIVE 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ANNETTE GILLIAM 
SCE LAW DEPARTMENT 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JULIE GILL 
EXTERNAL AFFAIRS MANAGER 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM 
OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
R.06-04-009 
 

HOWARD V. GOLUB 
NIXON PEABODY LLP 
2 EMBARCADERO CENTER, STE. 2700 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 R.06-04-009 
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HAYLEY GOODSON 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JAIRAM GOPAL 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
2244 WALNUT GROVE, GO1-C 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KASSANDRA GOUGH 
CALPINE CORPORATION 
1127 11TH STREET, SUITE 242 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Jacqueline Greig 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4102 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JEFFREY P. GRAY 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP 
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JOSEPH GRECO 
VICE PRESIDENT -  WESTERN REGION 
CAITHNESS ENERGY, LLC. 
9590 PROTOTYPE COURT, SUITE 200 
RENO, NV 89521 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KRISTIN GRENFELL 
PROJECT ATTORNEY, CALIF. ENERGY 
PROGRAM 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KAREN GRIFFIN 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET, MS 39 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ANN G. GRIMALDI 
MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP 
101 CALIFORNIA STREET, 41ST FLOOR 
Center for Energy and Economic Development 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
R.06-04-009 
 

YVONNE GROSS 
REGULATORY POLICY MANAGER 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH STREET 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92103 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ELSTON K. GRUBAUGH 
IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
333 EAST BARIONI BLVD. 
IMPERIAL, CA 92251 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ELIZABETH W. HADLEY 
CITY OF REDDING 
777 CYPRESS AVENUE 
REDDING, CA 96001 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JEFFREY L. HAHN 
COVANTA ENERGY CORPORATION 
876 MT. VIEW DRIVE 
LAFAYETTE, CA 94549 
 R.06-04-009 
 

TOM HAMILTON 
MANAGING PARTNER 
ENERGY CONCIERGE SERVICES 
321 MESA LILA RD 
GLENDALE, CA 91208 
 R.06-04-009 
 

PETER W. HANSCHEN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
MORRISON & FOERSTER, LLP 
101 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, SUITE 450 
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596 
R.06-04-009 
 

ANDREW L. HARRIS 
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ARNO HARRIS 
RECURRENT ENERGY, INC. 
220 HALLECK ST., SUITE 220 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94129 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JEFFERY D. HARRIS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 



R.06-04-009 
Monday, December 17, 2007 
 

Page 9 of 24 

AUDRA HARTMANN 
DYNEGY, INC. 
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 2130 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ANITA HART 
SENIOR SPECIALIST/STATE 
REGULATORYAFFAIR 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KERRY HATTEVIK 
MIRANT CORPORATION 
696 WEST 10TH STREET 
PITTSBURG, CA 94565 
R.06-04-009 
 

LYNN HAUG 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MARCEL HAWIGER 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DAN HECHT 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH STREET 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
R.06-04-009 
 

RICHARD HELGESON 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PUBLIC POWER 
AUTHORI 
225 S. LAKE AVE., SUITE 1250 
PASADENA, CA 91101 
R.06-04-009 
 

UDI HELMAN 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYS. OPER. 
CORP 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.06-04-009 
 

TIM HEMIG 
DIRECTOR 
NRG ENERGY, INC. 
1819 ASTON AVENUE, SUITE 105 
CARLSBAD, CA 92008 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JOSEPH HENRI 
31 MIRAMONTE ROAD 
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CHRISTOPHER A. HILEN 
ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
6100 NEIL ROAD 
RENO, NV 89511 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SETH HILTON 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
STOEL RIVES 
111 SUTTER ST., SUITE 700 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.06-04-009 
 

GARY HINNERS 
RELIANT ENERGY, INC. 
PO BOX 148 
HOUSTON, TX 77001-0148 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ALDYN HOEKSTRA 
PACE GLOBAL ENERGY SERVICES 
420 WEST BROADWAY, 4TH FLOOR 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
 R.06-04-009 
 

J. ANDREW HOERNER 
REDEFINING PROGRESS 
1904 FRANKLIN STREET 
OAKLAND, CA 94612 
 R.06-04-009 
 

LAURIE TEN HOPE 
ADVISOR TO COMMISSIONER BYRON 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET, MS-32 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512 
 R.06-04-009 
 

GEORGE HOPLEY 
BARCLAYS CAPITAL 
200 PARK AVENUE 
NEW YORK, NY 10166 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RANDY S. HOWARD 
LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND 
POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 921 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
 R.06-04-009 
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DAVID L. HUARD 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BOULEVARD 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064 
R.06-04-009 
 

JOHN P HUGHES 
MANAGER, REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE. 2040 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
R.06-04-009 
 

STEVEN HUHMAN 
MORGAN STANLEY CAPITAL GROUP INC. 
2000 WESTCHESTER AVENUE  
PURCHASE, NY 10577 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RAYMOND HUNG 
PG&E 
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
 R.06-04-009 
 

TAMLYN M. HUNT 
ENERGY PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 
26 W. ANAPAMU ST., 2ND FLOOR 
SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CAROL J. HURLOCK 
CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF WATER RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE. RM 300 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MICHAEL A. HYAMS 
POWER ENTERPRISE-REGULATORY 
AFFAIRS 
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMM 
1155 MARKET ST., 4TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Judith Ikle 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4012 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
 

AKBAR JAZAYEIRI 
DIRECTOR OF REVENUE & TARRIFFS 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. ROOM 390 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 R.06-04-009 
 

PETER JAZAYERI 
STROOCK & STROOCK & LAVAN LLP 
2029 CENTURY PARK EAST, SUITE 1800 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90067 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BRUNO JEIDER 
BURBANK WATER & POWER 
164 WEST MAGNOLIA BLVD. 
BURBANK, CA 91502 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JOHN JENSEN 
PRESIDENT 
MOUNTAIN UTILITIES 
PO BOX. 205 
KIRKWOOD, CA 95646 
R.06-04-009 
 

LEILANI JOHNSON KOWAL 
LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND 
POWER 
111 N. HOPE STREET, ROOM 1050 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KENNETH C. JOHNSON 
KENNETH CARLISLE JOHNSON 
2502 ROBERTSON RD 
SANTA CLARA, CA 95051 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BRIAN M. JONES 
M.J. BRADLEY & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
47 JUNCTION SQUARE DRIVE 
CONCORD, MA 1742 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MARC D. JOSEPH 
ADAMS BRADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Sara M. Kamins 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

EVELYN KAHL 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.06-04-009 
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CATHY A. KARLSTAD 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
R.06-04-009 
 

JOSEPH M. KARP 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP 
101 CALIFORNIA STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-5802 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SUE KATELEY 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CALIFORNIA SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES 
ASSN 
PO BOX 782 
RIO VISTA, CA 94571 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ADAM J KATZ 
MCDERMOTT WILL & EMERY LLP 
600 13TH STREET, NW 
WASHINGTON, DC 20005 
R.06-04-009 
 

JAMES W. KEATING 
BP AMERICA, INC. 
150 W. WARRENVILLE RD. 
NAPERVILLE, IL 60563 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CURTIS L. KEBLER 
J. ARON & COMPANY 
2121 AVENUE OF THE STARS 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90067 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RANDALL W. KEEN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD. 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CAROLYN M. KEHREIN 
ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES 
1505 DUNLAP COURT 
DIXON, CA 95620-4208 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ALEXIA C KELLY 
THE CLIMATE TRUST 
65 SW YAMHILL STREET, SUITE 400 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 
R.06-04-009 
 

STEVEN KELLY 
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS 
1215 K STREET, SUITE 900 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DOUGLAS K. KERNER 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KHURSHID KHOJA 
ASSOCIATE 
THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMAN & 
STEINER 
101 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1800 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
R.06-04-009 
 

KIM KIENER 
504 CATALINA BLVD. 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92106 
 R.06-04-009 
 

THOMAS S KIMBALL 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH STREET 
MODESTO, CA 95352-4060 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DANIEL A. KING 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH STREET, HQ 12 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
 R.06-04-009 
 

GREGORY KLATT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
411 E. HUNTINGTON DRIVE, STE. 107-356 
ARCADIA, CA 91006 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JOSEPH R. KLOBERDANZ 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC 
PO BOX 1831 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92112 
 R.06-04-009 
 

STEPHEN G. KOERNER, ESQ. 
EL PASO CORPORATION 
2 NORTH NEVADA AVENUE 
COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80903 
R.06-04-009 
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GREGORY KOISER 
CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC. 
350 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE, SUITE 3800 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071 
 R.06-04-009 
 

AVIS KOWALEWSKI 
CALPINE CORPORATION 
3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345 
PLEASANTON, CA 94588 
 R.06-04-009 
 

STEVE KROMER 
3110 COLLEGE AVENUE, APT 12 
BERKELEY, CA 94705 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CATHERINE M KRUPKA 
MCDERMOTT WILL AND EMERY LLP 
600 THIRTEEN STREEET, NW 
WASHINGTON, DC 20005 
R.06-04-009 
 

LARS KVALE 
CENTER FOR RESOURCE SOLUTIONS 
PO BOX 39512 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94129 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Jonathan Lakritz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5020 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

STEPHANIE LA SHAWN 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
R.06-04-009 
 

GERALD L. LAHR 
ABAG POWER 
101 EIGHTH STREET 
OAKLAND, CA 94607 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MIKE LAMOND 
ALPINE NATURAL GAS OPERATING CO. #1 
LLC 
PO BOX 550 
VALLEY SPRINGS, CA 95252 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JOHN LAUN 
APOGEE INTERACTIVE, INC. 
1220 ROSECRANS ST., SUITE 308 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92106 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Diana L. Lee 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

VITALY LEE 
AES ALAMITOS, LLC 
690 N. STUDEBAKER ROAD 
LONG BEACH, CA 90803 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BRENDA  LEMAY 
DIRECTOR 
HORIZON WIND ENERGY 
1600 SHATTUCK, SUITE 222 
BERKELEY, CA 94709 
R.06-04-009 
 

NICHOLAS LENSSEN 
ENERGY INSIGHTS 
1750 14TH STREET, SUITE 200 
BOULDER, CO 80302 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JOHN W. LESLIE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, 
LLP 
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92130 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DONALD C. LIDDELL, PC 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
2928 2ND AVENUE 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92103 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KAREN LINDH 
CALIFORNIA ONSITE GENERATION 
7909 WALERGA ROAD,  NO. 112, PMB119 
ANTELOPE, CA 95843 
 R.06-04-009 
 

STEVEN G. LINS 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
GLENDALE WATER AND POWER 
613 EAST BROADWAY, SUITE 220 
GLENDALE, CA 91206-4394 
R.06-04-009 
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STEVEN A. LIPMAN 
STEVEN LIPMAN CONSULTING 
500 N. STREET 1108 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

GRACE LIVINGSTON-NUNLEY 
ASSISTANT PROJECT MANAGER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BILL LOCKYER 
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPT OF JUSTICE 
PO BOX 944255 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2550 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JODY S. LONDON 
JODY LONDON CONSULTING 
PO BOX 3629 
OAKLAND, CA 94609 
 R.06-04-009 
 

LAD LORENZ 
V.P. REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
SEMPRA UTILITIES 
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2060 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BARRY LOVELL 
15708 POMERADO RD., SUITE 203 
POWAY, CA 92064 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BOB LUCAS 
LUCAS ADVOCATES 
1121 L STREET, SUITE 407 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ED LUCHA 
CASE COORDINATOR 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JANE E. LUCKHARDT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOWNEY BRAND LLP 
555 CAPITOL MALL, 10TH FLOOR 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

LYNELLE LUND 
COMMERCE ENERGY, INC. 
600 ANTON BLVD., SUITE 2000 
COSTA MESA, CA 92626 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MARY LYNCH 
VP - REGULATORY AND LEGISLATIVE 
AFFAIRS 
CONSTELLATION ENERGY COMMODITIES 
GROUP 
2377 GOLD MEDAL WAY, SUITE 100 
GOLD RIVER, CA 95670 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Jaclyn Marks 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5306 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
 

DOUGLAS MACMULLLEN 
CHIEF, POWER PLANNING SECTION 
CA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., ROOM 356 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ANNE-MARIE MADISON 
TRANSALTA ENERGY MARKETING INC. 
222 SW COLUMBIA STREET, STE 1105 
PORTLAND, OR 97201 
 R.06-04-009 
 

AMBER MAHONE 
ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS, 
INC. 
101 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1600 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ANNABELLE MALINS 
CONSUL-SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
BRITISH CONSULATE-GENERAL 
ONE SANSOME STREET, SUITE 850 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DEREK MARKOLF 
CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ACTION REGISTRY 
515 S. FLOWER STREET, SUITE 1640 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CHRIS MARNAY 
1 CYCLOTRON RD MS 90R4000 
BERKELEY, CA 94720-8136 
 R.06-04-009 
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JULIE L. MARTIN 
WEST ISO COORDINATOR 
NORTH AMERICA GAS AND POWER 
501 WESTLAKE PARK BLVD. 
HOUSTON, TX 77079 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MARTIN A. MATTES 
NOSSAMAN GUTHNER KNOX & ELLIOTT, 
LLP 
50 CALIFORNIA STREET,SUITE 3400 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DANIELLE MATTHEWS SEPERAS 
CALPINE CORPORATION 
1127 11TH STREET, SUITE 242 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MICHAEL MAZUR 
CHIEF TECHNICAL OFFICER 
3 PHASES RENEWABLES, LLC 
2100 SEPULVEDA BLVD., SUITE 37 
MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Wade McCartney 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ANDREW MCALLISTER 
DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE 
ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE., SUITE 100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
R.06-04-009 
 

THOMAS MCCABE 
EDISON MISSION ENERGY 
18101 VON KARMAN AVE., SUITE 1700 
IRVINE, CA 92612 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RICHARD MCCANN, PH.D 
M.CUBED 
2655 PORTAGE BAY, SUITE 3 
DAVIS, CA 95616 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BARRY F. MCCARTHY 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP 
100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501 
SAN JOSE, CA 95113 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KEITH R. MCCREA 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SUTHERLAND, ASBILL & BRENNAN, LLP 
1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., N.W. 
WASHINGTON, DC 20004-2415 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MARY MCDONALD 
DIRECTOR OF STATE AFFAIRS 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM 
OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
R.06-04-009 
 

JEN MCGRAW 
CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD 
TECHNOLOGY 
PO BOX 14322 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN 
BRAUN & BLAISING P.C. 
915 L STREET, SUITE 1270 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RACHEL MCMAHON 
CEERT 
1100 11TH STREET, SUITE 311  
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 
 

BRIAN MCQUOWN 
RELIANT ENERGY 
7251 AMIGO ST., SUITE 120 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89119 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ELENA MELLO 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
6100 NEIL ROAD 
RENO, NV 89520 
R.06-04-009 
 

DARYL METZ 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST., MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

STEVEN S. MICHEL 
WESTERN RESOURCE ADVOCATES 
2025 SENDA DE ANDRES 
SANTA FE, NM 87501 
 R.06-04-009 
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ROSS A. MILLER 
ELECTRICITY ANALYSIS OFFICE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET MS 20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 96814-5512 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KAREN NORENE MILLS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MARCIE MILNER 
DIRECTOR - REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
SHELL TRADING GAS & POWER COMPANY 
4445 EASTGATE MALL, SUITE 100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92121 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SAMARA MINDEL 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS ANALYST 
FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES 
9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE, SUITE 
2000 
LOUISVILLE, KY 40223 
R.06-04-009 
 

CYNTHIA MITCHELL 
ENERGY ECONOMICS, INC. 
530 COLGATE COURT 
RENO, NV 89503 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Ed Moldavsky 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5125 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
 

Rahmon Momoh 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4205 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Beth Moore 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4103 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Harvey Y. Morris 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5036 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
 

Lainie Motamedi 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DAVID L. MODISETTE 
CALIFORNIA ELECTRIC TRANSP. 
COALITION 
1015 K STREET, SUITE 200 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

WES MONIER 
STRATEGIC ISSUES AND PLANNING 
MANAGER 
TURLOCK IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
333 EAST CANAL DRIVE, PO BOX 949 
TURLOCK, CA 95381-0949 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ROGER C. MONTGOMERY 
VICE PRESIDENT, PRICING 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
PO BOX 98510 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193-8510 
R.06-04-009 
 

RONALD MOORE 
GOLDEN STATE WATER/BEAR VALLEY 
ELECTRIC 
630 EAST FOOTHILL BOULEVARD 
SAN DIMAS, CA 91773 
R.06-04-009 
 

RICHARD J. MORILLO 
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY OF BURBANK 
215 E. OLIVE AVENUE 
BURBANK, CA 91502 
 R.06-04-009 
 

GREGG MORRIS 
DIRECTOR 
GREEN POWER INSTITUTE 
2039 SHATTUCK AVENUE, STE 402 
BERKELEY, CA 94704 
 R.06-04-009 
 

STEVEN MOSS 
SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY POWER 
COOP 
2325 3RD STREET, SUITE 344 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120 
R.06-04-009 
 

MATTHEW MOST 
EDISON MISSION MARKETING & TRADING, 
INC. 
160 FEDERAL STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02110-1776 
 R.06-04-009 
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Scott Murtishaw 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

PHILLIP J. MULLER 
SCD ENERGY SOLUTIONS 
436 NOVA ALBION WAY 
SAN RAFAEL, CA 94903 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CLYDE MURLEY 
1031 ORDWAY STREET 
ALBANY, CA 94706 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Richard A. Myers 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SARA STECK MYERS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
122  28TH AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JESSICA NELSON 
PLUMAS-SIERRA RURAL ELECTRIC CO-OP 
73233 STATE ROUTE 70, STE A 
PORTOLA, CA 96122-7064 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DAVID NEMTZOW 
1254 9TH STREET, NO. 6 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SID NEWSOM 
TARIFF MANAGER 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 WEST 5TH STREET 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90051 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DESPINA NIEHAUS 
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32H 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SEPHRA A. NINOW 
POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE 
ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RICK C. NOGER 
PRAXAIR PLAINFIELD, INC. 
2711 CENTERVILLE ROAD, SUITE 400 
WILMINGTON, DE 19808 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RITA NORTON 
RITA NORTON AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
18700 BLYTHSWOOD DRIVE, 
LOS GATOS, CA 95030 
 R.06-04-009 
 

TIMOTHY R. ODIL 
MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP 
1875 LAWRENCE STREET, SUITE 200 
Center for Energy and Economic Development 
DENVER, CO 80202 
R.06-04-009 
 

ALVIN PAK 
SEMPRA GLOBAL ENTERPRISES 
101 ASH STREET 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
 R.06-04-009 
 

LAURIE PARK 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078 
 R.06-04-009 
 

LORRAINE PASKETT 
DIRECTOR,  LEGISLATIVE AND REG.  
AFFAIRS 
LA DEPT. OF WATER & POWER 
111 N. HOWARD ST., ROOM 1536 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SHERIDAN J. PAUKER 
WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI 
ONE MARKET ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JOSEPH PAUL 
SENIOR CORPORATE COUNSEL 
DYNEGY, INC. 
4140 DUBLIN BLVD., STE. 100 
DUBLIN, CA 94568 
 R.06-04-009 
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Joel T. Perlstein 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5133 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
 

CARL PECHMAN 
POWER ECONOMICS 
901 CENTER STREET 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
 R.06-04-009 
 

NORMAN A. PEDERSEN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
HANNA AND MORTON, LLP 
444 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, NO. 1500 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JAN PEPPER 
CLEAN POWER MARKETS, INC. 
418 BENVENUE AVENUE 
LOS ALTOS, CA 94024 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CARLA PETERMAN 
UCEI 
2547 CHANNING WAY 
BERKELEY, CA 94720 
 R.06-04-009 
 

COLIN PETHERAM 
DIRECTOR-REGULATORY 
SBC CALIFORNIA 
140 NEW MONTGOMERY ST., SUITE 1325 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ROBERT L. PETTINATO 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER & 
POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, SUITE 1151 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
 R.06-04-009 
 

PHILIP D. PETTINGILL 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM 
OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Paul S Phillips 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4101 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

GORDON PICKERING 
PRINCIPAL 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078 
R.06-04-009 
 

EDWARD G. POOLE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ANDERSON & POOLE 
601 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108-2818 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JENNIFER PORTER 
POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE 
ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BRIAN POTTS 
Foley & Lardner 
150 East Gilman Street 
1497 
MADISON, WI 53701-1497 
 R.06-04-009 
 

VIDHYA PRABHAKARAN 
GOODIN,MACBRIDE,SQUERI,DAY,LAMPREY 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
R.06-04-009 
 

RASHA PRINCE 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 WEST 5TH STREET, GT14D6 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JJ PRUCNAL 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
PO BOX 98510 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193-8510 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MARC PRYOR 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST., MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BALWANT S. PUREWAL 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., LL-90 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
 R.06-04-009 
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Kristin Ralff Douglas 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BARRY RABE 
1427 ROSS STREET 
PLYMOUTH, MI 48170 
 R.06-04-009 
 

STEVE RAHON 
DIRECTOR, TARIFF & REGULATORY 
ACCOUNTS 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32C 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1548 
 R.06-04-009 
 

TIFFANY RAU 
POLICY AND COMMUNICATIONS MANAGER 
CARSON HYDROGEN POWER PROJECT LLC 
ONE WORLD TRADE CENTER, SUITE 1600 
LONG BEACH, CA 90831-1600 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JOHN R. REDDING 
ARCTURUS ENERGY CONSULTING 
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE 
MENDOCINO, CA 95460 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ROBERT J. REINHARD 
MORRISON AND FOERSTER 
425 MARKET STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2482 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DAVID REYNOLDS 
MEMBER SERVICES MANAGER 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY 
180 CIRBY WAY 
ROSEVILLE, CA 95678-6420 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JANILL RICHARDS 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY GENERAL'S 
OFFICE 
1515 CLAY STREET, 20TH FLOOR 
OAKLAND, CA 94702 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Steve Roscow 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

THEODORE ROBERTS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SEMPRA GLOBAL 
101 ASH STREET, HQ 13D 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017 
 R.06-04-009 
 

GRANT ROSENBLUM, ESQ. 
CALIFORNIA ISO 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JAMES ROSS 
RCS, INC. 
500 CHESTERFIELD CENTER, SUITE 320 
CHESTERFIELD, MO 63017 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ROBERT K. ROZANSKI 
LOS ANGELES DEPT OF WATER AND 
POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 1520 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Nancy Ryan 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5217 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Pearlie Sabino 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Jason R. Salmi Klotz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RANDY SABLE 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SAM SADLER 
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
625 NE MARION STREET 
SALEM, OR 97301-3737 
 R.06-04-009 
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JUDITH B. SANDERS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM 
OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SOUMYA SASTRY 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Don Schultz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JANINE L. SCANCARELLI 
FOLGER LEVIN & KAHN LLP 
275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MICHAEL SCHEIBLE 
DEPUTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
1001 I STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95677 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JENINE SCHENK 
APS ENERGY SERVICES 
400 E. VAN BUREN STREET, SUITE 750 
PHOENIX, AZ 85004 
R.06-04-009 
 

STEVEN SCHILLER 
SCHILLER CONSULTING, INC. 
111 HILLSIDE AVENUE 
PIEDMONT, CA 94611 
 R.06-04-009 
 

STEVEN S. SCHLEIMER 
DIRECTOR,COMPLIANCE & REGULATORY 
AFFAIRS 
BARCLAYS BANK, PLC 
200 PARK AVENUE, FIFTH FLOOR 
NEW YORK, NY 10166 
R.06-04-009 
 

REED V. SCHMIDT 
VICE PRESIDENT 
BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES 
1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE 
BERKELEY, CA 94703 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DONALD SCHOENBECK 
RCS, INC. 
900 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 780 
VANCOUVER, WA 98660 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BILL SCHRAND 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATON 
PO BOX 98510 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193-8510 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CYNTHIA SCHULTZ 
REGULATORY FILING COORDINATOR 
PACIFIC POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 
825 N.E. MULTNOMAH 
PORTLAND, OR 97232 
 R.06-04-009 
 

LISA SCHWARTZ 
SENIOR ANALYST 
ORGEON PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
PO BOX 2148 
SALEM, OR 97308-2148 
 R.06-04-009 
 

MONICA A. SCHWEBS, ESQ. 
 BINGHAM MCCUTCHEN LLP 
1333 N. CALIFORNIA BLVD., SUITE 210 
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596 
R.06-04-009 
 

PAUL M. SEBY 
MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP 
1875 LAWRENCE STREET, SUITE 200 
DENVER, CO 80202 
R.06-04-009 
 

BETTY SETO 
POLICY ANALYST 
KEMA, INC. 
492 NINTH STREET, SUITE 220 
OAKLAND, CA 94607 
 R.06-04-009 
 

NORA SHERIFF 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Sean A. Simon 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
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KYLE SILON 
ECOSECURITIES CONSULTING LIMITED 
529 SE GRAND AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OR 97214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DAN SILVERIA 
SURPRISE VALLEY ELECTRIC 
CORPORATION 
PO BOX 691 
ALTURAS, CA 96101 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KEVIN J. SIMONSEN 
ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES 
646 EAST THIRD AVENUE 
DURANGO, CO 81301 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DAN SKOPEC 
CLIMATE & ENERGY CONSULTING 
1201 K STREET SUITE 970 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DEBORAH SLON 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
ENVIRONMENT 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
1300 I STREET, 15TH FLOOR 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 
 

Donald R. Smith 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

GLORIA D. SMITH 
ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BLVD., SUITE 1000 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KELLIE SMITH 
SENATE ENERGY/UTILITIES & 
COMMUNICATION 
STATE CAPITOL, ROOM 4038 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RICHARD SMITH 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH STREET 
MODESTO, CA 95352-4060 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ROBIN SMUTNY-JONES 
CALIFORNIA ISO 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JEANNE M. SOLE 
DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM. 
234 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DARRELL SOYARS 
MANAGER-RESOURCE 
PERMITTING&STRATEGIC 
SIERRA PACIFIC RESOURCES 
6100 NEIL ROAD 
RENO, NV 89520-0024 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JAMES D. SQUERI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY 
LLP 
505 SANSOME STREET, STE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
R.06-04-009 
 

SEEMA SRINIVASAN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Henry Stern 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 2106 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

F. Jackson Stoddard 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5040 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Elizabeth Stoltzfus 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ANNIE STANGE 
ALCANTAR & KAHL 
1300 SW FIFTH AVE., SUITE 1750 
PORTLAND, OR 97201 
 R.06-04-009 
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FRANK STERN 
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING 
1722 14TH STREET, SUITE 230 
BOULDER, CO 80302 
 R.06-04-009 
 

PATRICK STONER 
PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION 
1303 J STREET, SUITE 250 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

NINA SUETAKE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE., STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KENNY SWAIN 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670 
R.06-04-009 
 

Jeorge S Tagnipes 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ENERGY DIVISION AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
 

Christine S Tam 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JAMES W. TARNAGHAN 
DUANE MORRIS LLP 
ONE MARKET, SPEAR TOWER 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 R.06-04-009 
 

WEBSTER TASAT 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
1001 I STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ROBERT R. TAYLOR 
AGRICULTURAL IMPROVEMENT AND 
POWER DIST. 
1600 NORTH PRIEST DRIVE, PAB221 
TEMPE, AZ 85281 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Charlotte TerKeurst 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5117 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KAREN TERRANOVA 
ALCANTAR  & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
R.06-04-009 
 

PATRICIA THOMPSON 
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING 
2920 CAMINO DIABLO, SUITE 210 
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DEAN R. TIBBS 
PRESIDENT 
ADVANCED ENERGY STRATEGIES, INC. 
1390 WILLOW PASS ROAD, SUITE 610 
CONCORD, CA 94520 
 R.06-04-009 
 

EDWARD J TIEDEMANN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
KRONICK, MOSKOVITZ, TIEDEMANN & 
GIRARD 
400 CAPITOL MALL, 27TH FLOOR 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-4416 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SCOTT TOMASHEFSKY 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY 
180 CIRBY WAY 
ROSEVILLE, CA 95678-6420 
 R.06-04-009 
 

WAYNE TOMLINSON 
EL PASO CORPORATION 
2 NORTH NEVADA AVENUE 
COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80903 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Lana Tran 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 2-D 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ALLEN K. TRIAL 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
101 ASH STREET 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
 R.06-04-009 
 



R.06-04-009 
Monday, December 17, 2007 
 

Page 22 of 24 

NANCY TRONAAS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST. MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512 
R.06-04-009 
 

ANN L. TROWBRIDGE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DAY CARTER & MURPHY, LLP 
3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE 205 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95864 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ANDREW J. VAN HORN 
VAN HORN CONSULTING 
12 LIND COURT 
ORINDA, CA 94563 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ROGER VAN HOY 
ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH STREET 
MODESTO, CA 95354 
R.06-04-009 
 

BETH VAUGHAN 
CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL 
4391 N. MARSH ELDER COURT 
CONCORD, CA 94521 
 R.06-04-009 
 

EDWARD VINE 
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL 
LABORATORY 
BUILDING 90R4000 
BERKELEY, CA 94720 
 R.06-04-009 
 

SYMONE VONGDEUANE 
SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS 
101 ASH STREET, HQ09 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017 
 R.06-04-009 
 

BARRY R. WALLERSTEIN 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
SOUTH COAST AQMD 
21865 COPLEY DRIVE 
DIAMOND BAR, CA 91765-4182 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DEVRA WANG 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CHRISTOPHER J. WARNER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE STREET, PO BOX 7442 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120-7442 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JOY A. WARREN 
SENIOR STAFF ATTORNEY 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH STREET 
MODESTO, CA 95354 
 R.06-04-009 
 

Pamela Wellner 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
 

LISA WEINZIMER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY REPORTER 
PLATTS MCGRAW-HILL 
695 NINTH AVENUE, NO. 2 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 
 R.06-04-009 
 

RAY WELCH 
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
ONE MARKET PLAZA, SUITE 1200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 R.06-04-009 
 

VIRGIL WELCH 
CLIMATE CAMPAIGN COORDINATOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE 
1107 9TH STREET, SUITE 540 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 
 

JOHN B. WELDON, JR. 
SALMON, LEWIS & WELDON, P.L.C. 
2850 EAST CAMELBACK ROAD, SUITE 200 
PHOENIX, AZ 85016 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ANDREA WELLER 
STRATEGIC ENERGY 
3130 D BALFOUR RD., SUITE 290 
BRENTWOOD, CA 94513 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ELIZABETH WESTBY 
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP 
1300 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1750 
PORTLAND, OR 97201 
 R.06-04-009 
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WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD, 111 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS L.L.P. 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

S. NANCY WHANG 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD. 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064 
R.06-04-009 
 

GREGGORY L. WHEATLAND 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & 
LAMPREY LLP 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KATHRYN  WIG 
PARALEGAL 
NRG ENERGY, INC 
211 CARNEGIE CENTER 
PRINCETON, NY 8540 
R.06-04-009 
 

VALERIE J. WINN 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177-0001 
 R.06-04-009 
 

REID A. WINTHROP 
PILOT POWER GROUP, INC 
8910 UNIVERSITY CENTER LANE SUITE 520 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92122 
R.06-04-009 
 

RYAN WISER 
BERKELEY LAB 
ONE CYCLOTRON ROAD 
BERKELEY, CA 94720 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ELLEN WOLFE 
RESERO CONSULTING 
9289 SHADOW BROOK PL. 
GRANITE BAY, CA 95746 
 R.06-04-009 
 

KEVIN WOODRUFF 
WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES 
1100 K STREET, SUITE 204 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DON WOOD 
PACIFIC ENERGY POLICY CENTER 
4539 LEE AVENUE 
LA MESA, CA 91941 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CATHY S. WOOLLUMS 
MIDAMERICAN ENERGY HOLDINGS 
COMPANY 
106 EAST SECOND STREET 
DAVENPORT, IA 52801 
 R.06-04-009 
 

E.J. WRIGHT 
OCCIDENTAL POWER SERVICES, INC. 
5 GREENWAY PLAZA, SUITE 110 
HOUSTON, TX 77046 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JUSTIN C. WYNNE 
BRAU & BLAISING, P.C. 
915 L STREET, SUITE 1270 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.06-04-009 
 

HUGH YAO 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 W. 5TH ST, GT22G2 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013 
 R.06-04-009 
 

JEANNE ZAIONTZ 
BP ENERGY COMPANY 
501 WESTLAKE PARK BLVD, RM. 4328 
HOUSTON, TX 77079 
 R.06-04-009 
 

ELIZABETH ZELLJADT 
1725 I STREET, N.W. SUITE 300 
WASHINGTON, DC 20006 
 R.06-04-009 
 

DAVID ZONANA 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY GENERAL'S 
OFFICE 
455 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE, SUITE 11000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 R.06-04-009 
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MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720 
OAKLAND, CA 94612 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CALIFORNIA ISO 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.06-04-009 
 

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS 
517-B POTRERO AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 
R.06-04-009 
 

   


